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REMARKS 

V c^crsiduatun ti His cnph^dU n .r 5g'i* ^hc io'iowug uisu. ^lor is 

respectfullv requested. 

Clauns i 4-11,17 20-22 30-36, 39, 42-5G ar.u 52-54 are pending, vvth v aims, ,-6 8, 
i4, 17 „0-21 ^0, 3-f 39, -r2-44, 46, 50 and 52-5^ ame ded, ard Uaim^ 3, 12-13 1*;-16, 19 .5- 
2 2S " / •>« ...11 ^xl iarcv.!'<.d \\iUo>i* "> c i'cc c disclanref, b^ iae present 
ai a ncnt v n s 8, i'^ '^0, 3^ 3y 4o cTsd -^0 aie {naepjiidi..-!* 

In tic OrfiCial /Action, claims :2-13, L'-H, 19-22, 25--6 28-37 39 42-45 aro 5()-54 
ucro rqected under 35 L S C § 102(c) as being antiapated hy I amkin (U S Parent Pub No: 
2Cf ^ 02M%? i ON P auit \o 7 545,515) Clauris 3-11, "^8 41 and 46-49 wc-e ijd-cu^cd 
as eontaining allowable subject matter. 

Applicaiit acknowledges with appreeiation the indication of allowable subject matter. 

As a first point of order, Applicant submits: that Lainkin is an improper referenee upon 

which to base a rejection. A comparison of Applicant's originally filed claims and Lamkin's 

claims reveal thai I..amkm copied Applicant's claims verbatim. Furthemiore, many of the 

rejections boused i>ri i.amkm onlv aio to Lamkm's claims. Applicant directs i.ic Hxannner to In 

rc Bcnno, 226 USPQ 683, 786 F.2d 1340, which notes, inier alia: 

The scope of a patent's claims detennincs what infringes tlic patent; ii is no 
measure of what \i disclose?. A parent disclosc^^ only ihat which it describes, 
whether sDCcifjcally or m general terms, so as to convey mtelhgence to one 
c ipapic •sr.corstanc.r.!., ^lai;n i cocs noi cisolosc any structure 

additional lo wiiat the .(Dant? specification discloses, l-or tiie above reasons, we 
hold that the board erred m relying on Danti's claim 1 in deciding that appellant's 
claims would have been obvious from that reference alone and also m reaching 
that conclusion. 

in other '.mmJn, .s .r.-iptoj)ci io base a iojectiori soicl\ on ibc contents o£ a :c[eic.-:c^'s c\&y..:\ I ho 
rejection must be based on the disclosure of the specification, n ot merely the claims . In rejecting 



.Xpp'iiciirit'^ ciaisris. ihe Official Action repeatedly cites to jusi i.aa)kin"s ciaiiris tbr a varioiy C'i' 

features. In viev> of in re Benno, if the Lamkin reference is again applied as a basis of rejection. 

Applicant requests specific citations to Lamkin's specification, not ciaims, for eacii and every 

feature recited in Applicant's claims, 

I iovvcvcr, 10 expedite progi'ess toward allowance, the present amendment: 

o incorporates the allowable features of dependent claim 3 into incicnciidciVi 
clatm 1; therefore, independeni claim I is in condition for allowance. 

o incorporates the ailovvabie features of depcjident claim 19 mto 
independent claim 17; therefore, independent claim 17 is in condition for 
allowance, 

o incorporates the allowable features of dependent claim 38, and intervening 
claim 37, into independent claim 34; therefore, independent claint 34 is in 

condition for allowance. 

o incorporates the allowable features of dependent claim 41 into 
independent claim 39; thereibre, independent claim 39 is in condition for 
allowance. 

o incorporates the allowable features of dependent cknm 51 .nto 
tndependeni claim 50: therefore, independent claim 50 in condnon for 
allowance. 

o amends allowable depenoent claims 8 and 46 mto u-idepei-sdeni foni)- 
the'-cforc. );.dxTA.ndi.ni ciam-ss 8 and 46 aic in co-ioJu/a ibr ar.owci-icc 

o an-iends dependent claims 4-6, 14, 20-21. 42-44 and 52-53 to mamiam 
antecedent support. 

1 umtng now to independent claim 30. clami 30 has amended to recite, mer alia- "along 
With cap,icr\ j'i.o'-^r.atK^'! <^vsociated with a builer rncmoiv oi ^cUd dc\:ce' and "c) uhcn 
contents information from the contents provider scr\'cr is received at an acijustcd bit rate, resume 
.synchronously reproducing data read from the recording medium and the received contents 
infomation." Applicant submits that amended independent claim 30 is in condition fbr 
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liiowance to ica on simi ca to those acknowledged iu the Otf uai Action lOidt^Ne to allov dDlc 
. 5 >N 1 Old 46-49 and s c\s oi le Ber.io „26 USPQ 6^3, 1 2d 340, 

diseussec! above. 

CONCLUSION 

Shoi'lcl tnere he anv out tard ng maners- tn^t need to be ici>Oi\ed m Hie p.c':^.^t 
ipVi, i r it ^cM^cr v rf'Jivt h r-^to^ ec h cm a\ cl ael I Monaco Rca I\o 
2 04 i c 1 1 ^^11 OPL 1 luiT^er oi *hc uindo'-s gncd i^t^.ow to conduce an u tci-vcvv u c a et'o-^ tt 
expedite prosecuuon m connection with the present application. 

11 necessary, the Commissioner is hereby autnonzed m this, coneurrent, and ruairc 
iv]\its k) ^xo. u cait an> oveipay.ncnt to Deposit Awccunt No 02-2448 *or arv 

add nh\c 1 ices 'tqu red under ^ C F R 1 16 oi 1 1 paTicvlaih, cxten loj of time fees 

Dated; Respectfully suDinitted. 
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